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COMMENTS Of AIRWAVE RIll FS & IWCIII ATIONS CO

The AIRWAVE RULES & REGULATIONS CO. ("AIR WAVE") TL'spectfully submilS these

CommenlS in response 10 lhe Commission's aboW-"'JK-d pnJCl-..-ding,' Establishl-d in 1987,

AIRWAVE furnishes independent oonsulling ~lI\d Il-ehnieal support services to radio frequency

("RF") product manufilCturcrs, marketers, service providers, and private induslry and

gowrnrnental r;ldiocommunication and tek..~onllnunieation emilies on mal1ers relating 10

equipmem authorizations mid lhe licensing and usc of the RF sptttrum. AIRWAVE is a

Regislram in the Conunission Regislralion S}'Slem (CORES), with otlices Iocaled at Suite 401.

7830 Backliek Road, Springfldd, Virginia 22150,

AIRWAVE support services have includl-d participalion in obtaining FCC licensing for real-time

microwave video public safely lraffle monitoring and security syslems lor the Stale ofGeorg~1

Departmem ofTransponation. lhe Slate ofCalifumia Dep.artment ofTransportmion, the Stale of

Utah Department ofTransportalion, and the State of Illinois Department ofTransportal ion. The

Conunlssion has eharged the Spectrum Policy Task Force ("Task Foree") Wilh conducling a
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systematic evaluation ofexisting RF spectrum policies and making ra:ommendations regarding

possible improwmcnts- The eflorts of the Task Force will impact many diverse licensed radio

servic<: imerests. By oblaining FCC authori71ltions in the public interest for such non-typical but

erucial public safety and security systems. AIRWAVE bdicves it has gained expcr;,;,nce that ean

add to the Task Force's ra:ord in this proceeding. We thank the Commission for tllis opportunity

to di.\Cuss issues relevant to thc development ofequitable RF spectrum polici<:s going forward.

By this I'uillic Notice, the Task Force solicits connnents and poses qucstions regarding numerous

RF spectrum-relat~-d issu<:s. AIRWAVE win be addressing scwral of the numbered issucs

cOIlC<:rning: ImcrferellCe rrNcction. Sp<..'etnl1 Eflkicncy. and Public Safety Communications.

These topics lI.1"e takcn on new importunce and signifICance since the events ofSeplember II.

2001 and the Conunission will recognize the critical importance of thew i"sut-s to the new

Homeland Security Organization and the public interest.

Interren.'nee I'roteelion (Question~ 10, II, 12, ynt! 13)

AIRWAVE concurs that t!lc radio spectrum has bccomc increasingly congesK-d in many high

population areas. StilL the COllunission 's ability to control interference bctwectl all appropriately

wcighted competing I.l<;CS of the spectrum is a continuing major cOllCem. Such intentions should

guide tile Task Force in devek,ping more r~tional and toquitable weightings ofautomalic

jusliflCation for Spl..-ctrum access. wilh specifIC regard to the public interest, publil; saft1y lind

security concerns.

Defining power limits and coordination pmc(-dures, alone, cannot provide suflicil,nt control owr

interference. AIR WAVE suggests thaI, with spl..-cial concern for the co-rrimary' sh.1rt-d

• •See FCC Rule SectIOns 2.1 04(d) lind 2. 105(e).
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microwavc frequcncy hands. transmincr ant....nna and rce....ivcr antenna par~mct....rs oontrolhng RF

signal polarity and antenna bl-amwidth mca.~ures should be included among the Commission's

main int(·rfen.·occ n.....tuetion tools. For instancc, many short-mngc terrestrial broadballd

(horiwntal polari7.ation.. di......ctional. narrow beamwidth) Fi:>;ed I'ublic Safety Radio and Homeland

Security services could be accommodated in an engineered ovcrlay oftcrrcstriall'rimary

narrowband (vertical polarization. omni-dire<:tionaJ) Mobile Private Radio ,.,rv;"'e Src<'trum.·

Further. AIRWAVE belicves th.at the Task Foree should re-examine Comrnissillll fre(jllCncy

assignment policies that result in ~'Ompeting services being given ~'<lual footing. or "righIS" as

licensees. where crucial Public Safety and Homeland St'Curity uses may be irwolv~.,j, Radio

spectrum used by Public Safely I Homelalld S<.'Curity services should be proK'Cted from

in\('Tfcrcnce causo..,j by any shared bimd uses.

New RF spt.'Ctrum rights should be assigned, Overriding roorrnalliccnscd radio sptttrum

coordination and compatibility faetof'S, AIR WAVE urges that the Task Force give special

consideration. and particular preference. to Homeland S<:t:urity-relat(.,j and Public Safely Radio

Service interests. The Commission should assign such rddio syslems to a new higher

Super-pref....rrcd status in all co-l'rimary service spt.'Ctrum. There, one currently rmds sharing

between the Public Safcty Radio Services and competing I'rivate Radio Service systems mostly

under ~'QU.1J footing.

With the goals of prcserving and en~ur;ng the safely ilJld security of United States citizens.

AIRWAVE suggests t"ltthe Commission establish such new Supcr-prderrcd status for Public

Safety Radio Servic<: lic<:nsccs in RF spectrum now shared co-equally with Priv"te Radio Service

licensees, Such action would minimize RF intcrfcl\'nec to Homdand Security-related Public

Safely Radio service licensees. enabling these entities to react more quickly and with greater

• For example. the 2450-2483.5 MHz co-Primary Fix~'dIMobile Services Band
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assurur>ce to emerger>cK:s. when split-second timing and assured rcSJXlII5C arc critical to the public

interest.

Finding ways 10 separate and prOK"Ct a Super-prcrcrn..'d slatus Public Safety I Homeland Security

users' r>ceds from other shared spectmm users should bo: a major goal oflhis inveSligation.

Tway's automalic equal footing between public safety and private services should bo: addressed.

imrJ'l('<:liately, and resolved in favor of satisfying mauers of Homeland &"Curit)'.

Sped.,.l Efficiency (QUl"'ti,-,n~ 17, 18, 19, lind 20)

The Commission l-orH"Ctly stlltes that lhe ever ir>crcasing demand for spt."Ctrum will require

increa;;cd speclrum cfflcicncy. Funher. the Commission slates that. •· ... regulations should remain

lechnologically neutral. wilhoul directly or indirectly determining the suecess or failure of

par1icular lCehllUlogics and services:' We agr<."C. Howe.'er. AIRWAVE suggests thaI the

Commission'S framework for spectrum usage today Rlay be skewed away from the public imercsl

mandates represenled by eompeling radio services. For ('xampk. llUthing in the Commission'S

presenl waivcr process· affords greak'r weight to I'ublic Sak1y Radio scn.-ice applicants III

competition with Privale Radio ill co-I'rimary ITcquclley speclrunt Homeland Sc.;urity and Public

Safely service imcrcsts should carry grealcr weight if they arc 10 succeed,

CUITemly, lhe Conulli,;.sion seems to CIlgagc in technologicallimilations that cannut represcnt the

needs of Homeland S,"Curity and Public SaFety services going forw;lrd, Across the vastness oflhe

Unik'<:l States, in smalilown rurul America. when an applicam proposes a non-standard radio

syslellt even one which was permined under a previous aJlo<:alkm," t1K· applicant muSl be ready

to face an uphill banle tojuslify ilS uSC of the RF speclrum. In order to allemptlO fit in where

• St-e FCC Rule Sc.;tion 1.925.
.. Sec FCC Rule SeClion 2 I02(b)(4).
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prescntly denied access by the rules. the highly burden.WlllC waiver process nlllst be employt'd.

As a result. the waiver pmeess presents an elk>(Otivc. albeil unintended. deterrenl for many

applications involving viabk w;es of the slww ",dio sjJ'l.>(Otrum.

Then there is the matter of who should judge the spct:iflC purposes for. or the immedi31e needs of.

individual Homeland Security and I'ublic Safety Radio system applications. Without relief.

applicants today are in a quandary -- whether to engage the burdensome. tirne-consurning

ConUTll~sion wai~'cr proces.",·s and take lhe eharlCe that the Commission's application reviewer

will sccond-gues~ incorrectly the needs of tile applicant.' Or, alternatively. applicant could

overlook lhe public in\<:rcst priorities ofilS local community by spending more for higher cost.

koss reliable tr~m;miS5ion sy;tems. and accepting ksscr qualily system performancc. in order to

1Tl<:ct tlJc Commission's frequency use standards lhat are designed for altogether different

conditions.

AIRWAVE bclicvl.-"S thaI the degree of population density shlluld be a major faclor in delermining

effieient RF ~pcetrum lLsagC. Cortscquenlly, when a IrcquellCY band is vacant or lying f;lllow in a

given area. Cornmi~sion policy for ellieient frequency usage s""uld automatically consider

altl.-'ffialivc w;es of that spectrum. without engaging the burdcns of the waiver process.

If the Commission should insist that waivers are necessary, AIRWAVE suggests that a comlJlOn

sense approach should govern its analysis ofSJX'Ctrum chllices. leaning more to,,-~rd practical.

local solutions to RF spct:tTUm access problems, eSJX>(Oially al microwave rn:quencics. and less

toward maintaining spct:trum vacancy, where the Commission keeps frequencies unused while il

awaits applic,l1lls for systems nll.'Cting its new standards or technological improvements that may

never appear .

• Incidentally, although it would gre31ly short...n 11K: ,,-~iver process. tl\('" Commission has no
prQ('"edurc for its ,,'viewers to aUlomatically contact an applicant to answer quest ions about a
proposed non-standard radio systtm.
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Whal'S more, in all cases. when RF spectrum sharing is involved. prefcrencc should be given 10

crucial public safcty and Homeland Securily uses ofthc Speclrum. and ltl<: Commission's wai\lCr

processes should be rcscrwd for use in cxtreme ca.ses involving obvious hannful intcrterence

SitU<llions. AIRWAVE bclievt:'S lhal a spec~ll justifICation by llomcLlnd Security and l'ublic

Safety Radio serviccs should nol be required if the purposes ofa proposed systcm arc in

conformancc wilh generally acccpl~-d. or previously acccpK-d.· uses of the shared radio sp<X:trum.

I'ubli<.' Safely Communicalions (Qucsliuns 22, 23, and 24)

AIRWAVE's comments havc cmphasizcd lhat HOlTll:land Securily and I'ublic Safety services

musl be afforded spec",l considcration through a Sup<:r·preferfl-d status in the sh.:m:d co·I'rimary

RF sp<X:trom. Though such preference is not Slal~-d. lhe Commission here suggesls thm. ·•.. .the

sp<X:trum r..:eds of these specialized users are itlCreasing;" and it SC'Cks......10 best preserve and

protcct the abi~ty of public safety. public service and critical infrastructure cntities to do lheir

imponant jobs in light of the irlCrcasing speclrum dcrnands for these and all Olher services."

As a iirst stcp. the Commission should coordinale with the National TclccorlUllunications and

Informllion Administration (NTIA). lhe Oflicc ofScicnce and Technology Policy (OSTI'). and

the Nalional Security CoullCil (NSC) 10 idcntify the needs of the Federal Governmenl for

Homeland &~urity capabilitics. in cottiulIClion witll appropriate stale and local level Public Safcty

Radio Services."

Secondly, the Commission should playa lead roll in providing lhe ne<.'cs';(lry resources to

accommodate lhe eXp<X:lcd RF sp<X:trom nceds involving lhe combinalion ofllomcland s..~urity

• •&-e FCC Rule SectIOn 2. I02(IlX4).
•• See FCC Rule Sections 2.1 02 and 2.102(c); and CFR Tille 47. ClmptcT II and Chaplcr Ill.
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and Public Safcly Radio serviccs. AlRWAVE suggcsts that lhe designatcd Public Safcly Radio

Serviec frequcncy cOQrdinators havc up-Io-dmc knowledgc offTcqucncy usagc. and acccssible

frequency dmabases. whieh could be cmployed in helping 10 dClcrmillC lhe acccplabilily of

proposed IlCW joinl Homeland S«uril)' f I'ublic Saki)' radio syslem~_

Thirdly_ as I10led UOO\"C. lhe Commission should consider frequency sharing approaches lhal do

1101 result in unwaru~-d harmful iruerference 10 in-band uscrs. In addition 10 fn..qucncy

coordination mClllods dcfilll.-d by the Commission. anlcnna dir~"Cl ionalily (bcumwidlh) and

cros.<;-polarizmion lIlCChanisrns should become regular lools for lhe allocmion of. or placemcru of.

non-Slandard radio S)'Slcm~ inlO shared band frequencies.

Conclusion

AIRWAVE appn."Cimes lhe signiflCanl chalkngcs lhe Commission has undcrtaken ill Ihis

proceeding. as wcll as. the cnomul)' oflhc lasks il has assigned 10 ilS Spcclnrm Policy Task

Forcc. Wc wish lhe Conullission much success. and hope lhat Ihis eoruribmion mayassisl lhe

SJX-<:Irum Policy Ta~k Forcc in achieving ilS importanl goals_

ReSJl<."(;lfully submined.

AIRWAVE RULES & REGULATIONS CO.

July 08. 2002

Edward E. Thomas. I'resideru

7830 lJackliek Road. Suilc 401

Springr,,·ld. Virginia 22150
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